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BeforeHOLLAND, BERGER andJACOBS, Justices.
ORDER

This 8" day of December 2009, upon consideration of thefoion
appeal and the record below, it appears to thetGloair.

(1) The plaintiff-appellant, Charles R. Getz, Jiled an appeal
from the Superior Court’s February 17, 2009 ordangng the motion for
summary judgment of the defendants-appellees, &tahylor, et al.,
denying his five motions, and dismissing his twdiadnal complaints. We
find no merit to the appeal. Accordingly, we affir

(2) Getzis an inmate currently incarcerated atléames T. Vaughn
Correctional Center in Smyrna, Delaware, formerlge t Delaware

Correctional Center (“DCC”). Getz is serving a I6fentence for the rape of



his then-11 year-old daughter. Getz's convictidollowing his third

Superior Court trial, was affirmed by this Cotirtin 2001, Getz filed a
complaint in the United States District Court foetDistrict of Delaware
against the Warden of the DCC on the ground thacbnstitutional rights
were being violated. He sought injunctive relighest prison officials for
requiring him to attend counseling groups for sdkermers and for
withholding housing, job, and other privileges frémm as punishment for
his refusal to attend such groups. Finding no twomisnal violation, the
District Court denied Getz’ request for relfef.

(3) In July 2006, Getz filed a complaint in thep8tor Court
against Stanley Taylor et al. (“State Defendantl¢ging that the State
Defendants had violated his constitutional rightgs dequiring him to
participate in mental health and behavior modiimatprograms and by
denying him certain privileges as punishment far feifusal to do so. Getz
requested injunctive and monetary relief. On Jandd, 2008, after the
close of discovery, the State Defendants filed aionofor summary
judgment requesting that the Superior Court entggment in their favor on

all claims made by Getz.

! Getzv. Sate, Del. Supr., No. 364, 1989, Walsh, J. (Sept. 130199
2 Getzv. Carroll, D. Del., No. 01-744, Robinson, J. (Dec. 7, 2001).



(4) The State Defendants argued four grounds eir tiotion: a)
Getz is barred from advancing his claims underdiberine ofres judicata;
b) the Department of Correction has the statutatii@ity to require Getz to
participate in programs geared toward treatment ra@hdbilitation; c) the
restrictions imposed for Getz’ failure to partid@an such programs do not
violate his constitutional rights; and d) the St&tefendants are immune
from liability. On May 29, 2008, the Superior Cbbheld a hearing on the
State Defendants’ motion. After supplemental Immgfthe Superior Court
Issued its decision granting the motion on the gdothat Getz’ claims were
barred under the doctrine o€s judicata, which prevents a party from
bringing a second lawsuit on the same issue innglthe same parties or
their privies after a final judgment has been edér

(5) Specifically, the Superior Court determinedttietz’ current
claims arose from the same or equivalent trangastibat gave rise to the
claims he previously made in the District Court.orgbver, the Superior
Court determined that, while Getz did not expresslige his state law
claims in the District Court, he, nevertheless,|ddwave raised those claims,

thereby invoking the District Court’s pendent jdition. Because Getz did

% Wilson v. Danberg, Del. Supr., No. 342, 2008, Jacobs, J. (Sept2098) (citingBetts v.
Townsends, Inc., 765 A.2d 531, 534 (Del. 2000)).



not carry his burden of demonstrating that the raisCourt would have
refused to assert jurisdiction over his state ldants, the Superior Court
determined that those claims were bafretlaving determined that there
was no dispute of material fact and that the Sbetlendants were entitled to
judgment as a matter of law, the Superior Coux disnied, as moot, Getz’
motions to compel, for declaratory judgment, togeed with trial, for a
response to a question of law, and to strike amdlly, dismissed his
additional complaints for harassment and crimicés.a

(6) In his appeal from the Superior Court’s judgmeésetz asserts
several claims that may fairly be summarized akvid: a) the Superior
Court should not have granted summary judgmenhéoState Defendants
because there were material facts in dispute amdbtate Defendants were
not entitled to judgment as a matter of law; b) $uperior Court utilized an
erroneous summary judgment standard; and c) therlBupCourt erred
when it determined that his claims wees judicata.

(7) This Court reviewsde novo the Superior Court’s grant of
summary judgment, utilizing the same standard a&s Shperior Court.
Specifically, we determine whether the record shthas there is no dispute

of material fact and that the moving party is éaditto judgment as a matter

* Maldonado v. Flynn, 417 A.2d at 378, 383-84 (Del. Ch. 1980).
® Bernsv. Doan, 961 A.2d 506, 510 (Del. 2008).



of law® Having reviewedle novo the Superior Court’s grant of summary
judgment in this case and having determined thateths no dispute of
material fact and that the State Defendants argleshto judgment as a
matter of law, we conclude that the judgment of Superior Court should
be affirmed on the basis of the Superior Court'#-veasoned memorandum
opinion dated February 17, 20009.

NOW, THEREFORE, IT IS ORDERED that the judgmenttbé
Superior Court is AFFIRMED.

BY THE COURT:

/s/ Jack B. Jacobs
Justice

®|d. at 510.



